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In small-news-are-still-news-news, some tidbits I didn't see posted here:

1). SBU unveils courruption in Ukrainian MOD: "Employees from a Ukrainian arms firm conspired with defense ministry officials to embezzle almost $40 million earmarked to buy 100,000 mortar shells for the war with Russia" "Security officials say that the current investigation dates back to August 2022, when officials signed a contract for artillery shells worth 1.5 billion hryvnias ($39.6 million) with arms firm Lviv Arsenal.

After receiving payment, company employees were supposed to transfer the funds to a business registered abroad, which would then deliver the ammunition to Ukraine.

However, the goods were never delivered and the money was instead sent to various accounts in Ukraine and the Balkans, investigators said. Ukraine’s prosecutor general says that the funds have since been seized and will be returned to the country's defense budget." I consider this good news - the longer the war goes, the more stamping out corruption can give Ukraine an edge of Russia. [https://abcnews.go.com/International/wireStory/ukraine-corrupt-officials-stole-40-million-meant-buy-106742837](https://abcnews.go.com/International/wireStory/ukraine-corrupt-officials-stole-40-million-meant-buy-106742837)

2) From time to time, this sub discusses the value of transport helicopters to Ukraine. Germany is sending 6 Sea Kings (there's already 3 from the UK). Interesting bit: "According to Spiegel Sources, the Ukrainian government explicity requested helicopters, upon which the Bundeswehr checked what they can provide".

3) Interview with the previous commander of the Japanese Marine about China/Taiwan - I recommend reading the full thing (paywall free link:[https://archive.ph/o3Fyr](https://archive.ph/o3Fyr)). I recommend reading the full thing, just highlighting some parts:

* He doesn't think an invasion in the next 5-6 years is likely
* He does think China will try everything for reunification by 2049 (100 years of PRC)
* It took the US 8 years to get the Ford carrier fully operable, China won't be any faster => It's important to remember paper capabilities aren't everything, in the end, it's all about operator training and C&C.
* What would Japan do in case of a war? "From a purely military perspective, Japan can only make a limited contribution; we would not be directly active in Taiwan and would probably not fight against China there. Of course we would defend our country against attacks by China. Above all, we would support the advancing US troops from the rear. Specifically, Japan would ensure supplies of fuel and ammunition and provide training opportunities for war simulation. This is an extremely complex logistical task for which no country is better suited than Japan - in terms of geographical location but also in terms of capabilities. Japan played a similar role during the Korean War from 1950 to 1953, when it served as a kind of base camp for United Nations troops, where they replenished their supplies and from where they deployed against North Korea."
* North Korea may have a sub capable of launching nukes: If this is the case, and it's parked in the Japanese sea, it's 5 minutes to Tokyo or Seoul. He stresses SK and Japan need to cooperate military to control the japan sea. He questions whether cooperation would continue under a different SK government.
* The part I truly found interesting, on the Tomahawk purchase: "I'm very skeptical about that. The armament plans were drawn up by politicians and defense ministry officials in Tokyo, not by military practitioners. **Their only thought is: If we have missiles, then our country will be safe. Let's take the Tomahawk missiles. So far they have only been used by the so-called Five Eyes, which are the USA, Great Britain, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. These countries jointly operate a global command and control system to effectively control the missiles, such as when Britain recently fired Tomahawks against the Houthis in the Red Sea. But Japan did not acquire this command and control system - and neither could we, because Japan is not a member of the Five Eyes. Our government was only fixated on acquiring 400 Tomahawk missiles. But now it has to clarify with the US how we can even use these weapons - possibly within the framework of limited participation in the control system. But she should have taken all of this into account before making the purchase decision.**"
* He is not convinced by Tempest.
New Anders Puck Nielsen video dropped.

He's talking about the recent NATO-Russia war discussions. Worth a watch, Nielsen is in the camp of it not being improbable in the next few years and it being a serious risk.

[https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZY7GPBSyONU](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZY7GPBSyONU)

Key points:

* Nielsen says we need to take a potential Russian-NATO war seriously within the next 5 years, because people misunderstand what that war would look like.
* Nielsen says people make two **wrong assumptions**:
   * Russia will fight all of NATO
   * It will be a war about territory
* Instead, he thinks it's more likely that Russia has decided to set course to destabilize and dismantle NATO from the inside. Then when NATO looks to be crumbling Russia can put article 5 to the test. Russia would then be in a position of strength by having to deal with bilateral relations instead of organisations like NATO and the EU.
* By potentially attacking an isolated area - Nielsen names a northern part of Finland as example - article 5 will be put to the test. Especially if the US opts out due to internal politics, then it isn't unreasonable to think NATO will lack the stomach to help. Indecisiveness is a serious concern which would embolden Russia.
[Greece has approved sending Soviet-era GBAD to Ukraine.](https://www.kathimerini.gr/politics/foreign-policy/562853269/f-35-poies-dynatotites-xekleidonoyn-gia-tis-enoples-dynameis/) (Greek source)

It's unclear exactly which systems will be transferred, but they've reportedly cancelled service agreement for all soviet era systems and it's possible Ukraine gets the whole lot. 

If that were the case, Ukraine's GBAD situation just went from mediocre to rather extraordinary, assuming western supply of AA missiles continues and they can field both "sets" of air defenses.
[RUSI | NATO Societies Must be Ready for War](https://rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/nato-societies-must-be-ready-war)

With some excerpts below which I think cover the general message of the article:

> The UK Chief of the General Staff, General Sir Patrick Sanders, warned that the UK public would need to be called up to fight if war with Russia was declared, calling for the government to ‘mobilise the nation’
> 
> ...
> 
> The real issue is not about conscription, nor is it necessarily about getting more civilians in military uniforms. It is about having an honest discussion with the public on the likely significant impacts that a war would have on the UK’s way of life, its functioning as a civil society and its national institutions, such as the NHS.
> 
> ...
> 
> Regardless of the drivers for these warnings, the timing and motive is right for several reasons. First, NATO societies have direct and recent experience of civil-military integration (CIMIC) from providing military support to civil authorities during the Covid-19 pandemic. This valuable experience of civic service must be harnessed and adapted to the current situation. An expansion of civic service would have many resilience benefits, but specifically, it would reduce pressure on the military to act as a ’fourth emergency service’, which significantly impacts military readiness for warfighting.
> 
> ...
> 
> It is important that this should also include a new social contract which is explicit and transparent about national security risks and the costs of both action and inaction. 
> 
> ...
> 
> Ultimately, it is an acknowledgement that defence spending will have to increase to keep the country and its people safe, as the only realistic mitigation measure against a more dangerous world. If this all sounds politically unappealing – or too costly, to NATO capitals – there is an easier and much cheaper solution: giving Ukraine what it needs to win.

Personally, I think this has been a long time coming but at least in the UK, will be a massive undertaking even in the psychology of the population. Civil defense is not something that is actively practiced or thought about by the general population, with the [Civil Defence Corps] (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Civil_Defence_Corps) stood down in 1968, and along with that a lot of the mindset around it does not exist in the population. Compared to countries such as Finland, Switzerland, etc who still have a large emphasis on civil defence both in terms of resilience to disaster (regulations around hardened protective shelter), as well as continuation of the operation of local government and society.

From speaking to peers with regards to recent news around the CGS's comments on how we as a nation must be prepared for a war, the general sentiment was along the lines of "Why should I die for this country/government, when we have taken part in unjust wars" and "We should just let other european countries deal with it, we're safe over here". Much of this can be seen in [surrounding discussion](https://www.reddit.com/r/unitedkingdom/comments/19e3tma/british_public_will_be_called_up_to_fight_if_uk/) on /r/unitedkingdom and other UK subs. It feels like peoples general distrust and jading of the state of the government has lead to an apathy that it is not a country or society worth defending and therefore preserving,  anymore.
Having to devote so much of their resources to produce munitions, backfill loses, hugely increased personnel costs, import substitution, and other wartime expenses is going to make it that much harder for Russia to keep up on strategically critical emerging technologies.

Re-usable rockets, 5th and 6th gen fighters, tiltrotors, AI, directed energy weapons, next gen thermal and night vision, lithium-ion battery submarines. I could go on, but they're all really expensive to develop. And even without this war Russia was at a major financial disadvantage to the US, EU, and China.

The Russian Federation has still never designed and built a blue water surface war ship, nor have they taken a clean-sheet fighter design from drawing board to mass production, nor a new clean-sheet tank design. Even if they manage to get the Armata and Su-57 into mass production, it sure won't be cheap. And their ship-building industry needs a ton of investment to get up to par. Billions and billions over years.

Russia is going to have to make some tough decisions about what to forgo, where they can try to remain competitive.
Everyone is watching America dithering on giving aid to Ukraine, maybe we will, maybe we won't.  Is there anyone else that is stepping up to give more aid or that is considering substantially more aid that will put the wind back in Ukraine's sails?  

EU is ramping up production of artillery, right?  But that will take a very long time...

In short, is there any hope, without America?

edit: Some interesting commentary [here](https://archive.md/IwxEc)... 
> 
> Nothing shows the problem more starkly than artillery shells. At the height of Ukraine’s summer counter-offensive, it was using some 7,000 a day, significantly more than the Russians. This has reversed: since last month, while Ukrainian forces have been rationed to 2,000 shells a day, the Russians have been firing five times that number. Talk of a stalemate is complacent. The West now faces a choice, said Jack Watling, an expert at RUSI, a think-tank in London, earlier this month. It can give Ukraine what it needs, “or cede an irrecoverable advantage to Russia”.
> 
> Both America and the European Union are having trouble delivering aid. In Washington, $61bn-worth of military assistance is held up in Congress by a row over immigration. In Brussels, €50bn ($54bn) of financial support is stymied by the veto of Hungary’s pro-Russian leader, Viktor Orban. The Europeans are optimistic that aid will be released at a summit in February. But Ukraine worries that American hyper-partisanship and Donald Trump’s hostility will steadily throttle support from the Pentagon. That may leave Kyiv wholly dependent on Europe.
Russia faces significant long-term challenges, so I think its an interesting thought experiment to put yourself in their shoes.

If I was in charge of Russia, I think I'd phase out strategic bombers over the longer term.

Developing a B-21 equivalent would require an eye-watering proportion of Russia's budget, if its even realistic for them at all. And I don't think legacy bombers are going to be very survivable against a modern great power. And with their ground and sea launched nuclear arsenal, as well as long range strike fighters like the Su-34 that can launch nuclear cruise missiles, I don't think its necessary that they have bombers for the job. They shouldn't even try to compete on bombers with countries that have >$15T economies.

For similar reasons, I'd also look to gracefully bow out of the blue-water game when it comes to surface ships. Focus the resources on subs and green water frigates and corvettes.

East Asia is basically just watching their population pyramids collapse, while the West is suffering significant internal turmoil due to their attempts to mitigate demographic decline with migration. If Russia could find a happy middle ground where they bring in immigration in a way doesn't cause social/political upheaval, that could be a big comparative advantage compared to the East and West. Russia still has higher wages and living standards of much of Central Asia, so they have a potential source of immigrants. They could also try to poach the top talent from Belarus. If I was Russian dictator, I'd have my top minds researching and submitting proposals on this issue.
[removed]
Were there any effects aside from a pause in the fighting from the severe frost around the new year in Russia and Ukraine?
[deleted]
>What would Japan do in case of a war? "From a purely military perspective, Japan can only make a limited contribution; we would not be directly active in Taiwan and would probably not fight against China there. Of course we would defend our country against attacks by China. Above all, we would support the advancing US troops from the rear. Specifically, Japan would ensure supplies of fuel and ammunition and provide training opportunities for war simulation. This is an extremely complex logistical task for which no country is better suited than Japan - in terms of geographical location but also in terms of capabilities. Japan played a similar role during the Korean War from 1950 to 1953, when it served as a kind of base camp for United Nations troops, where they replenished their supplies and from where they deployed against North Korea."

Is it just me or does this seem... contradictory? 

The North Koreans weren't happy Japan was a base for UN troops, they just couldn't do anything about it

China clearly could do *something* to Japan, so how many times are they going to accept airplanes striking them from Kadena or ships retreating to Japanese ports before they decide the pros outweigh the cons?

Like, surely he can't think that they'd just be fine getting pelted like North Korea was during the war?
I don't know how Russia is going to invade Laapland, that doesn't seem logistically feasible.

Russia's a lot more vulnerable in a "limited" war with NATO than NATO is to Russia. NATO doesn't have to put boots on the ground in Russia to deeply hurt them. NATO can sink the Russian North and Baltic Sea fleets quite easily and impose a total maritime blockade on Russia's Atlantic ports. They can interdict Saint Petersberg by air, i.e. knock out all bridges, knock out power transmission lines, interdict the airports. They can directly support Ukrainian forces with air power. 

The rhetoric about how Russia is going to attack NATO seems to presume that Russia has nothing left to lose. Russia has a lot left to lose. The West hasn't even imposed a moratorium on trade with Russia. I'm also doubtful the war in Ukraine will be over in five years.
I think too many stars would need to align for Russia to test article 5 successfully. But if most of the list below comes together I suppose it is possible. 

- Putin remains alive

- Putin remains in power

- Putin has enough political capital to start another war

- Russia-Ukraine war ends or reaches a prolonged ceasefire

- Russian economy remains in tact and strong enough to continue to militarise

- The US does not uphold its NATO article 5 obligations

- Other major European NATO militaries fail to go all in.

- A weak enough point in the NATO-Russian line is tested
>      
> 
> 
> 
> Instead, he thinks it's more likely that Russia has decided to set course to destabilize and dismantle NATO from the inside. Then when NATO looks to be crumbling Russia can put article 5 to the test. Russia would then be in a 

If that is true I would say the commentators currently pushing the topic are doing a horrible job.

It seems the kind of response is less arsenals of artillery and landmines and cruise missiles, and more fast response to hybrid warfare, like supporting the Baltics with massive support of riot cops and conflict management experts in case of incited Russian language minorities and last but not least trying to integrate (if necessary buy off) these populations.

NATO did quite bad on asymmetric challenges like the Polish-Belarus manufactured refugee crisis and these operations will not be countered by artillery shells.
Nato needs only respond with overwhelming aerial attack. Sure, it will probably be Finns (in this case ) be the soldiers on the ground.

Regardless, assuming there is will among the larger NATO members to act , and smaller one to at least provide aid, I dont see it ending differently than costly defeat for Russia.

Obviously a lot of variables which can swing it one way or the other.

Regardless, the need to counter the Russian propaganda seriously within EU/NATO is obvious.
Weirdly, I think the war in Ukraine helps NATO here. 

Imagine Russia makes an incursion in Lappland and NATO sends an expeditionary force there *and* starts decimating Russian troops and military infrastructure in Ukraine while leaving the fighting on the ground to Ukrainian soldiers. It should be possible to collapse the front if NATO gets serious and then Russia has only losing options unless they promptly sue for peace talks, while NATO doesn't invade or attack the Russian homeland (Russia fully knows the annexations are a joke)

Would NATO have the balls for this, though? Doubtful.
If Trump wins in November, there's no way we're staying in NATO, in which case this scenario seems pretty plausible: more likely than not, even.  With us in NATO, I don't see this happening: it's just too much risk for Russia.
If Russia were to fight NATO I think the only plausible way would be baiting Poland into attacking first and hoping that since article 5 isn't technically triggered NATO leaves them out to dry. No way they attack anywhere in NATO first.
That's some pretty fantastic statesmanship if true, pleasing both Turkey and Greece to this degree all at once. Cool to see American equipment as a tool of foreign policy in such a concrete manner.
for reference: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_equipment_of_the_Hellenic_Army#Air_defence_systems

most relevant:

* 84 TOR launchers
* 39 9K33 Osa launchers

but I guess Greece has 500+ ZU-23s they could probably ring transfer.
Can’t be overstated how the war in Iraq has harnessed such a large distrust on proper use of the military in Western countries. Mix that in with rampant nihilism and widespread access to information and propaganda among younger generations and you get this.
>  It feels like peoples general distrust and jading of the state of the government

I think it is also important to remember that while some of this is organic, some distrust in western institution is explicitly driven by influence campaigns from Russia (and others.)  The Internet Research Agency (a Russian organization) was pushing propaganda on the extreme ends of the BLM movement and the Thin Blue Line counter-movement.

Not that Americans can't create sufficient internal strife all by themselves, but it does not help when an adversary is purposefully amplifying the most extreme rhetoric and misinformation.
IMHO the best way to thread the needle in terms of being able to meet the strategic threats to the west against the challenge in a democracy to keep the will/prioritization of resources (money, people, etc) in-place comes down to collective action by western democracies.  The number of bodies or dollars involved would be a lot less if forces were not being assembled at national level.  Unfortunately, we seem to be getting pulled in the opposite direction with rising populism and nationalism.  

Not to say the Dutch are particular offenders, but the recent story of Dutch govt approving ASML to rush sales to China of semicap equip in advance of US restrictions coming into place comes to mind.  Or underwhelming efforts to ensure Ukraine is adequately supplied with munitions/shells.

I don't think we need more people willing to participate in civil defense or join the military, but I do think we need people to buy into defense and threats to sovereignty should really be viewed at the EU or even Nato level, not nationally.  But we're trending hard away from international institutions and globalization, and am afraid where that will take us.

edit: just watched the Anders Puck Nielsen vid linked in another comment in today's post.  he is effectively talking about the inverse of this, which is Russia's threat is to cleave degrade the collective defense mindset of Nato countries, as Russia is empowered by moving to a world away from international structures and into one more focused on bilateral relations.  imho speaks volumes about how countries can actually degrade their effective sovereignty by taking more direct, individual control of their sovereignty (at the expense of cooperation/integration with allied nations).
Personally I don't think this is about Ukraine itself, I would  hazard to guess that they expect in the near or far future that Russia will retaliate by hitting back at something on British soil which will draw it directly into the conflict. There's probably no appetite for anyone in England to go and die for Donbass/Crimea right now but they are going to lay the groundwork for when the war hits home eventually.
At least in terms of the British Military there’s been a concerted effort to eschew the traditional bulk of the demographic that made up the armed forces - being white nationalistic males. 

The whiplash pivot away from trying to meet unobtainable diversity quotas for a largely symbolic arm of the state to trying to get as many bodies as possible to sign up by targeting historically willing demographics isn’t lost on people, which is only increasing cynicism and churlish disregard for the armed forces as a viable option for young people. Nationalism isn’t something you can just flick on and off - especially not when you’ve spend a good 20+ years making it clear that nationalism is the great satan.
I would be careful trusting the opinions/views of people on /r/unitedkingdom. They are not representative of the average Brit. When people think war they think of sending troops to far flung regions of the world to involve ourselves in conflicts that don’t have anything to do with us. They do not think about cruise missiles slamming into the side of tower bridge.  There is a lot of nihilism, but in the event of a genuine war and a real threat to our society I don’t think the government would have issues getting a million volunteers signed up, never mind conscription. It’s not a hard switch to flip if there was a genuine attack on British soil that saw mass casualties.

The people of that subreddit do not follow war/conflict as closely as those of us on defence forums do. They are automatically thinking that *we* will be the hawks invading Russia or whoever else and starting a conflict, rather than being on the receiving end whether it’s attacks on us individually or NATO as a whole.
> Russia was at a major financial disadvantage to the US, EU, and China.

Not so sure about the financial aspect as they had/have hundreds of billions. Their weakness is their technological and industrial base, something that money can only fix over longer time spans. And they  don't have enough well-educated engineers to build up a competitive arms industry.
It was already mentioned in yesterdays thread I believe. There are good signs that the 50bn will pass soon. In addition, bilateral aid is also a big source of support for Ukraine. With the recent "audit" there might be some momentum for countries to increase support trough there too. 

[Slovakia's Fico](https://twitter.com/Mylovanov/status/1750844097194086682) has also changed his stance towards Ukraine, having signed a number of agreements in regards to weapons, as well as military support and cooperation.
Multiple nearby countries are joining the Latvia-Ukraine drone coalition.

https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/news/2024/01/25/7438863/

That means factories in NATO countries producing drone parts, and collaborating on designs and software. This is potentially big news.
>Is there anyone else that is stepping up to give more aid or that is considering substantially more aid that will put the wind back in Ukraine's sails?

a) The EU has a €50 bn. aid bill in the pipeline.

b) Germany is doubling its military aid budget to Ukraine from €4 bn. in 2023 to €8 bn. in 2024.
> Is there anyone else that is stepping up 

South Korea with their artillery supplies. Not only that, they are also significantly stepping up industrial partnerships and planning for [rebuilding of the economy](https://eastasiaforum.org/2024/01/27/south-korea-ukraine-partnership-charged-with-reenergising-europes-battery-market/)
>EU is ramping up production of artillery, right? But that will take a very long time...

Suppliers of Ukraine started upgrading ammunition manufacturing 1+ year ago, the majority of new capacity will come on line by end of year.

2025 will likely see Ukraine outpacing Russian shells used per day
Afaik, Germany will be producing north of 600K arty shells this year, but 2/3rd will be needed for the German army, 200k are earmarked for Ukraine. That alone is not nearly enough, but if other countries ramp up production, it could be.
First, agree

Second, it means giving up your Arctic ambitions so, I think thats a no go.

Third, yes, they are, and I am going to be very blunt here, mainly using ethnic minorities on the army is a very good preparetion for such. Knowing that the russian empire, just like the Habsburg, always balanced its subjects against each other.
>If I was in charge of Russia, I think I'd phase out strategic bombers over the longer term.

>Developing a B-21 equivalent would require an eye-watering proportion of Russia's budget, if its even realistic for them at all. And I don't think legacy bombers are going to be very survivable against a modern great power.

They still make decent cruise-missile trucks, which is a role that permits their use some distance behind friendly lines with less exposure to fighters and air defense. That's mostly how the U.S. envisions using its B-52 fleet in a high-intensity conflict.
> bring in immigration in a way doesn't cause social/political upheaval

I don't think this is possible if done in large numbers: the incumbent population will always have an issue with the immigrants, and the bigger the rate of immigration into an area, the bigger the issue.

On the other hand, you simply can't do it in small numbers because you wouldn't be getting enough young workers in.

Automation and AI is a partial solution, but I don't see that happening on a large scale in Russia.
>For similar reasons, I'd also look to gracefully bow out of the blue-water game when it comes to surface ships. Focus the resources on subs and green water frigates and corvettes.

Haven't they been doing that since the fall of the USSR? They haven't built a surface combatant larger than a frigate since.
> Developing a B-21 equivalent would require an eye-watering proportion of Russia's budget, if its even realistic for them at all.

You might be wrong assuming that another country will have to spend as much money as USA does to build a similar thing. When you are super-rich you can afford to be wasteful (and spread money to all your states, naturally, gotta keep the ruling elites together, and this means jobs jobs jobs).
The express is a terrible gossip tabloid I don’t think it should be allowed to be cited here unless it’s backed up by something else.
I don't understand why they can't sink the ship.  We killed Qasem Soleimani on Iraqi soil, which is an insane provocation.  This ship is literally directing a rocket campaign at civilian shipping.  Sinking it would be much less of a provocation than killing Soleimani.
I think we are reaching a point where some western leaders are thinking that trying to take action without escalations is not going to work.  Just like during the Iraq/Iran war, it took US intervention to let Iran know that they needed to stop certain actions that hurt global economics.
I would hope IRGC assets and personnel operating outside of Iran could be considered viable targets. I won't pretend to know more than our friends in the DoD and spy agencies, but I don't see how this could play into Iran's hands. Public sentiment in the ME seems to be fixed at this point in the conflict.
Claim is from a non-credible source.
Arrest the crew, try them for piracy, have Iran pay the cost of the damaged vessels if they want the ship back.
They should just sink it. What can Iran actually do that would threaten the west + Israel?
[removed]
[removed]
The biggest factor on that list is the US. I think that alone will have an immense effect on all the other factors you list.

Depending on how things shape up this year.  If the US fails to hold NATO together - or worse - then it will take another major nation to drive NATO forward or else all will collapse due to indecision. Which is easier said than done because the US has been the world police - I don't mean this in a negative way - since the end of WW2. Nobody is able to take over that role.

I am in favour of the US as ally, but I am not in favour of the US as an unreliable and potential undemocratic entity. As an European myself I feel Europe has not done enough to consider any contingencies to fend for ourselves.  We've fallen asleep because the US has been taken for granted. That's why some generals and defense ministers are sounding the alarm, because Europe can not sufficiently sustain Ukraine on their own entirely. Let alone any war on top of it. Our  military industries and logistics are not at their full potential, not even close. On top of most of the armies (Bundeswehr for one) being a shadow of their former self.
Another way to look at it is what is the potential downsides if Putin fails in his venture to degrade the NATO alliance?

For example, Putin tries to pull off another separatist movement in the Baltics and fails miserably and his troops get pushed back over the border by NATO. Western countries desperate to prevent the war from turning into WWIII and nuclear sign a ceasefire to end the hostilities after Russia gets defeated.  Outside of losing a lot of troops and material there doesn't seem to be a whole lot of downsides even Putin attempts it. Russia doesn't seem to be too distraught over their 300,000 casualties they have incurred in Ukraine so far. NATO isn't going to march to Moscow to remove Putin from power, and Putin correctly calculates that no NATO country are going to risk nuclear war over the Baltics.

It is a gamble for sure, but Putin wouldn't lose too much even if he fails.
It's a bit beside the point even. The real elephant in the room is that the US made a bunch of large security commitments. It cannot keep those commitments without substantial investment by the affected parties. That's true both on a material dimension but even more so from the stand point of political will. 

Europe has security interests both in keeping a buffer on rapacious Russians but also securing its energy and trade routes. What's Europe going to do in 2028 when a non-Trump candidate pulls back on American commitments to the Middle East (for European energy/shipping interests) because of popular will or debt reasons?   


Whatever it takes, there has to be alarm bells going off.
The first five all seem reasonably likely if US doesn't turn the spigot back on for ukraine. 

The sixth is at least likely enough to plan for if Trump wins in 2024, and whatever the odds are for a Trump win they aren't small enough to dismiss.  And of course if Trump wins, first five on your list seem reasonably likely.

The eighth is trivial, as that decision is Putin's control.

When you boil it down, what we're talking about here is risk of Trumpism and then the seventh point.  Not really that many stars to align.

If Europe can not sustain ukraine fighting off Russia without the US, then of course alarm bells should be ringing in Europe about woeful security situation.
> If that is true I would say the commentators currently pushing the topic are doing a horrible job.

Both bullet points are part of a whole. He argues the destabilization from the inside would happen after a very real military provocation, the invading a remote part of Finland. Russia would be betting no one in NATO would be willing to risk World War III to defend Finland's territorial integrity, therefore dissolving the alliance. Artillery, landmines, and cruise missiles *would* be needed to respond to this kind of provocation.
The assumption there being NATO will dare strike Russia proper.

Western powers for *two years* lobbied Ukraine to not strike strategic targets in Russia, and blanket banned Western weapons from being used inside Russia. Even now we hear reports that the West are concerned about Ukraine's strategic strike campaign.

The fear of "escalation" with Russia is palpable.   
I'm not convinced Russia's "bite and hold for concessions" doctrine is as ridiculous as some suggest. It might be exactly what ends up working and it seems the baltics are well aware of this potential.
> Nato needs only respond with overwhelming aerial attack. Sure, it will probably be Finns (in this case ) be the soldiers on the ground.

Even if that is the result, that would massively degrade Article 5 in the event that Finland took anything but trivial losses in ground fighting.  Help without putting boots on the ground is not what Article 5 was to cover.
Seems unlikely. Congress passed a law last year to specifically bar the commander in chief from unilaterally withdrawing from NATO. Even with the MAGA faction in congress it’s highly unlikely they could get the votes to leave NATO from congress.
Didn't they pass legislation that two thirds of senate majority is required for withdrawal from NATO? If so, no way that is happening.
No way?

Why are you assuming his second term is categorically different than his first?

I think your prior should at least be >50% chance he would stay in given he did his first 4 years

I’m not saying he invented the art of the deal, but Trump does understand what it takes to drive a hard bargain. He wants Europe to shoulder more of its own defense but the only way to get that is for them to sincerely believe the US will walk away if they don’t. Therefore, the rhetoric he espouses is intentionally over the top to create a desired appearance. 
Meh, that's why I am sceptical of treating international law like an algorithm. All would depend on the circumstances, and most importantly, political will. A bait "false flag" of some sorts could be used as an excuse, of course.
That would be amazing for Ukraine, especially if there is also the missiles for the respective systems listed being sent as well. 

That would very nicely fill in Ukraines short to medium/short range air defense capacity. Especially for drones.
In defense of the youth, the governments of the West aren't doing a particularly good job of making the army or civil service look like a very attractive option. The Social Contract, as General Sanders puts it, is a two way street. Governments are finding out that they're not entitled to their citizen's enthusiasm.
I think decades of austerity politics plays a big role as well. Why would people feel inclined to die for a country that has, in their view, spent years doing less and less for them?

Edit: this is in regards to the UK, specifically.
Another type of argument can also be found in conservative groups, people saying why they should fight for a country/people that doesn't possess any type of common goal/patriotism/identity, and even why they should fight when their country "import" immigrants over the native population. 


 IMO, this isn't just about the distrust on the military, but about all the institutions in western democracies. There is no reason for people to fight.
Not to mention the anxiety, mental issues, and lack of physical health. Young people today are far less likely to be able to function in the military, let alone want to.
This will be a tough one to address, one that may not be addressed until the threat becomes much more evident.

Being democracies, most NATO countries' citizens will not consent to granting their governments the authority required to clamp down on these operations, seeing it as an infringement on their rights.  This is an advantage autocratic nations have over democratic ones.

It will probably take some overt hostility (either active combat or minimum a stand-off) before meaningful actions could be taken against these information operations.
>The number of bodies or dollars involved would be a lot less if forces were not being assembled at national level

Well, the Dutch are integrating their whole army into Germany's and on the other hand, some parts of the German navy are integrated into Dutch command, so it is happening, but on a small scale.
What time-frame are we looking at for Russia to build enough industrial capacity in terms of artillery and tanks, in order to conduct the same type of full-scale war as in Ukraine?
>There are good signs that the 50bn will pass soon

Is this the EU aid bill?
Pretty sure that 50bn figure is planned for 4 years.
> but 2/3rd will be needed for the German army


Do you have a source for that because that would be insane. The only possible use for those shells would be a war with Russia.
> Third, yes, they are, and I am going to be very blunt here, mainly using ethnic minorities on the army is a very good preparetion for such

It has nothing to do with wanting to use minorities. The far-east lack [well paying] jobs except for the military. It's also why there's so many from "there" who are fighting in Ukraine, the pay's just *so* good at the moment.
In theory they're going to start building an upgraded [Gorshkov variant](https://www.navyrecognition.com/index.php/naval-news/naval-news-archive/2023/february/12798-future-russia-navy-project-22350m-frigates-to-carry-super-long-range-missiles.html) this year which are supposedly 8,000 tons and have a much large number of strike cells (which are supposedly being adapted to carry 40N6E).

So; yeah kinda, but they're at least publicly insisting they plan to build larger units imminently
Despite not having built a major surface combatant in 30 years, they are still trying to act like one, just with very old warships.
Technically they had the French build them two helicopter carriers. Simpler times haha 

And the Russians are currently building two 40k ton vessels to replace those
I don't know enough about the ins and outs of bombers in particular to say for sure, but this is in general a terrible take. High performance necessitates specialist materials which generally means no additives for ease of work and shitty properties for working the material. It also necessarily means minimal research into practical manufacturing considerations. This alone is very pricey, and we are currently at "will not literally fall apart at top speed and will be approximately the shape I put in the CAD." In practice you're usually severely limited on the geometries you can actually make with these materials, so it's nowhere near as simple as the typically stated "build a frame with low radar cross section and fit all the internals in that shell". Even if you ignore the fact that internals do affect the radar cross section and that your plane needs to actually fly.

Also, speaking from personal experience, if your supplier isn't *very* anal and *very* competent, there is a high likelihood that they'll make you something that they can't actually make again. This stuff is oftentimes more art than science, and I've had many optical coatings not actually meet specs or delayed by several weeks.

Could they make something better than what they're probably using on the cheap? Probably, but I'd be surprised if they could make anything actually useful in a near peer conflict given what a bomber is/does, so why bother and spend the manpower/money?

Though obviously the immigrant comment is "and draw the rest of the owl". If it was that simple, basically the entirety of the west wouldn't have some flavor and degree of immigration crisis.
Yes judging from the proliferation of stealth drones and fighters it's like CAD plus widespread composite tech jas made the design and manufacturing of stealth aircraft much cheaper than when the f22 and B2 were made
It isn't. They broke it up to get around the automod.
Direct comparisons to Soleimani need to take the context into account. The whole region is on edge in a way it was very much not in 2020. And it's not like assassinating him was risk-free either. The fact that Iran did not escalate in 2020 doesn't guarantee they won't in 2024. Not to mention the man in the Oval Office is different; perhaps Biden has a lower risk tolerance than Trump did.

All of which is to say, Soleimani has limited relevance to the situation at hand. That was then, this is now.
It seems politicians are micromanaging the operation here.  In stead of giving military an objective such as ‘eliminate adversary capability,’ civilians are making calls like ‘you can strike these targets using these weapons’, ‘you cannot touch these targets,’ etc.

Not looking very good.
Different person in the White House. Back the 80s or nineties it would have been chilling on the bottom month ago.

US/west basically has zero deterrence now as it is incapable of acting and doing anything of consequence. I am not actually sure what would Iran need to do to get a real response. Sink an aircraft carrier? Maybe
Perhaps if Soleimani were alive, we'd be lower in the escalation ladder. Sinking the ship wouldn't be out of the question in that case.
It's not about public sentiment, it's about getting dragged into a wider conflict. This is [not any kind of secret](https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/abc-news-exclusive-joint-chiefs-chairman-us-goal/story?id=106708505), and Iran obviously knows the US has no appetite for more war, and will just as obviously exploit that fact for their own gain. 

> Raddatz asked Brown about suggestions by critics that the Biden administration isn't being tough enough on these militants -- or on Iran, which the U.S. accuses of financing the attacks. Brown, who as chairman is President Joe Biden's top military adviser, responded: "I would also ask, what do they want? A broader conflict? Do you want us on a full-scale war?"

> Brown said the goal is deterrence, while protecting U.S. forces.
[removed]
[removed]
[removed]
Ah, but those 300 000 + casualties are only acceptable because they have something to show for it - Crimea and the conquered bits of Kherson and Donbass combined with the constant propaganda that they are fighting all of NATO and holding their own. Suffering the same losses while getting nothing except body bags to show for it would be too much even for Moscow to spin.
> Putin wouldn't lose too much even if he fails.

If he fails to dismantle NATO, then a new arms race would start that Russia invariably would lose. It's an extremely high stakes gamble that they just cannot lose without decades of extreme headaches.
True, but;
Russia is a maffia state. It always was in some sense but it became crystalized with Stalin and the current system is the direct inheritor of that. Both in systems of power and in "bloodline". They went through a collapse and gad to stablize, so maybe even more so (It is a tall order/thing to say, but after Stalin, the "end game" USSR was relatively tame, so we can say that russia today is maybe more hardline)

In organisations like that, face value is, almost everything. (The other side is your secret police/agencies).

A quick and total defeat in some sense, could be seen as more damaging to the current power base then much more of the current conflict. Because at the end, it does not effect those in power in a "real" sense.
Exactly, so many people miss this point. The costs for Putin NOT doing it (e.g slow strangulation of Russian economy via sanctions, continued support for Ukraine) might appear higher to him than chancing his arm at shattering NATO.
Depends I would argue that scenario is very different from the comparisons lamenting lack of deep arsenals for "real war" especially if it as well argues from a scenario that assumes Nato divided by internal conflicts.

Fast response seems to be far more important in the special case you brought up, and 1000s of k9 or PzH2000 are likely an absolute mismatch to move around to remote areas around NATO every time Russia twitches.

Salami slicing is very different from many of the takes, that draw comparison to Ukrainian citizens getting bombarded and massacred, and how western societies must re-learn what war is.

(edit to make it clear by fast response or the anti riot troops in the first example imho it would be necessary and obvious before conflict breaks out that NATO member send troops, and for example planes are quite flexible to deploy around the territory, and even much more numerous if you look at the NATO total even only for Europe).
Article 5 is not that specific.
>The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.
  

  
Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain international peace and security.

Article 5 says nothing about boots on the ground. Support could be incredibly limited and still in compliance.
That is true but the president is still the commander in chief and has to give the order for any military actions. The US can still be in NATO but if Trump does nothing about an attack against a NATO member then its like the US isn't in NATO.
Yes a hard bargain dealing stable genius

>After face-to-face talks with Russian President Vladimir Putin, Mr Trump contradicted US intelligence agencies and said there had been no reason for Russia to meddle in the vote. 

>"President Putin says it's not Russia. I don't see any reason why it would be,"

To believe Putin at face value is either stupid, ignorant, both or he could be compromised in a way in which he bends the knee to a war criminal

>desired appearance

Of being ignorant and stupid at the same time? 

>Trump Discussed Pulling U.S. From NATO

Trump wants Europe to shoulder the entire burden beyond reasonable balance of defense, to the detriment of US and Europe interests and solely serving the will of Putin.
He planned to force a different election result, and encouraged his followers attack the Capitol. If he gets re-elected after that, the probability space for unconventional policy changes is much bigger than it was before.
Why does he want Europe to pay more for it's own defense? Out of principle? Because it's tough to see what the US actually gains from isolationism. It's easy to see what Russia gains from it.
Yeah. This is not some PC map strategy game where your forces cannot cross border because some conditions are not met. 

US and other NATO members have token forces (tripwire) are in Poland, and I’m certain they are allowed to shoot back at Russians if attacked, thus making it easy for politicians to justify partaking in the conflict.

I agree with Nielsen that currently Finland is a vulnerability, since we do not have multinational brigade deployed there. NATO should address this sooner than later.  It would be terrible politicians dither and delay because they are afraid of provoking Russia.
Not only that, but Article 5 is explicitly *not* an algorithm, with the invoking (done by collective agreement) and the measures to be taken (which do not necessarily include armed force) being left ambiguous. [I'd recommend everyone to read through Article 5's page on the NATO website.](https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_110496.htm)
Ultimately as long as America is committed I think Article 5 is a much clearer red line than most of International law - without America it's a different story.

If you need to actually build a (fanatastical) scenario it's something like the Ukrainian military/governemnt collapses suddenly,  and the Russians roll through Kiev in a couple of weeks and head toward Lviv. NATO/America refuse to intervene further, Poland panics and launches an invasion of Ukraine to stabilize the front with on their own or something.

Silly scenario, but really I think that's what you need for a Russia v. NATO shooting war that isn't massively escalated by the United States.
Greece has a huge stockpile of AD missiles, including S-300 missiles. 

It was a major focus for Ukraine back in 2022 before western AD was much of an option.

Someone will have to pay for it though and I'm not convinced it'll be Greece, but it's a fairly safe bet someone will.
That will change quickly if the country is directly attacked, but we need to be prepared for the possibility of a return to major power conflict as the framing internationally is shifting from "WW3 automatically means nuclear armageddon" to "conventional warfare with both sides' nuclear arsenals staying out of play is a credible possibility"
I wouldn't even call it a left or right wing view that people feel they're not citizens of a country anymore, just consumers working to make a larger GDP while getting poorer. The left and right just rage against it with different rhetoric.

It's not a specific political philosophy that's against the military and belongs the left like anti-imperialism anymore. Now it's basic populism. People with big domestic problems lose interest in foreign ones and revert to isolationism.
Not to mention, a number of conservative parties in the west, notably the Republicans in the US, are becoming less hawkish and more isolationist, and even explicitly pro-russia.
I think it's part of the steady state background. Rather it's Russia or Hamas we should just assume that modern technology means citizens in any free country are heavily exposed to nemy propoganda. That's always been the case of course, it's just sharper right now.

Obviously on a day by day level you have to fight back, but there's no counter for enemy propoganda we just have to find. 

Autocracies might have an advantage because they can censor their citizens better, but simply by nature of being autocracies they are also more vulnerable to discontent when it does occur. I think at best free societies moving up the censorship ladder are simply trading reduced exposure to external discontent for increased exposure to natively generated discontent.
Yes, this is about the special European budget for Ukraine

[EURONEWS: EU will approve €50 billion for Ukraine with or without Hungary, vows von der Leyen](https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2024/01/16/eu-will-approve-50-billion-for-ukraine-with-or-without-hungary-vows-von-der-leyen)

>The package, which is designed to provide Kyiv with financial support until 2027 and plug the government's ballooning public deficit, is being held up by Hungary, an impasse that has left Brussels effectively without any money for the war-torn nation.
  
>  
>Following a dramatic summit in mid-December, where Orbán made good on his threat and derailed the unanimous vote, EU leaders are set to reconvene again on 1 February to give the so-called Ukraine Facility a second try.
> The only possible use for those shells would be a war with Russia.

Well, the German MoD has been talking about that a couple of weeks ago in thinly veiled words when he said that Germany must be ready for war. There aren't many adversaries to fight against, apart from Russia, are there?

[Source in German](https://www.hartpunkt.de/bmvg-will-bis-maerz-mehr-als-90-000-schuss-artilleriemunition-liefern/)

- 350k shells from Diehl/Nammo
- 350k shells from Rheinmetall
- 68k shells from Nexter 

=> 770k shells.

For Ukraine: 

- 45k till March
- 170k rest of the year.

=> 215k 

Germany has to fulfil it's obligation to get to 2% of GDP for defense, and donating to Ukraine doesn't count. And the German army has to have a 30d reserve of arty shells, up from a couple of days worth right now.
I completly agree, but if you take it further, this naturally create a situation where russia has the "free infrastructure" to absorb additional immigrants. This is not the "plan" (at least I assume it isnt), but with what we know is happening, it makes perfect preparetion to decide that the next move is indeed to increase immigration.

There is "free infrastructure"
to use, in areas where it is very easy to not make it a "political problem" (to be fair, russia has space in spades, bit infrastructure might be lacking).

It might be a kind of self generating cycle, specially if more war erupts in the poorer regions of Eurasia and Africa.

I want to make it clear that all I say is that it is definetley an option. Not that it is planned at the moment or anything like that. Just a "natural flow"
How does this figure with mobilization? My understanding is that the mobilization mostly focused on areas outside of places like Moscow and St Petersburg. I also remember protests in minority areas in September October 2022 that needed to be suppressed in areas like Dagestan and Buryatia.
Well, they are still a major naval power, ranking behind only the USA and China.
Is there really a major proliferation of stealth aircraft that can perform well?
[The BBC agrees that the MV Behshad is an Iranian vessel helping the Houthis find targets, but they don't speculate about any plans to destroy it.](https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-68031732)

[On the other hand Israel reportedly attacked the Behshad's predecessor in 2016.](https://channel16.dryadglobal.com/iran-swaps-out-damaged-red-sea-spy-ship-for-new-vessel)
It's also the reason why Russia doesn't shoot down every spy drone in the black sea. It's the same logic in reversed players and my guess would be if it is deemed to cause too much trouble a similar 'accident' may occur.
A genuine question:

Do you believe that Iran has the appetite for a full-scale war? 

If we sunk the MV Behshad, I would expect Iran to respond, but not in a way that would devolve the situation into a high intensity conflict. This isn't 2020, but we exploded Soleimani, they responded with a missile attack that resulted in concussions, and that was the end of it. 

The Houthis are poor, ideologically driven militants that may not care about getting bombed into oblivion. The IRGC serves as the vanguard of a theocracy, but I expect that they have more of a sense of self-preservation than their proxies.

This  doesn't take into consideration the sentiment of the Iranian people, which I expect also do not have the appetite for a full-scale war.
[removed]
[removed]
Mate, what they have to show for it is an absolute disaster by the standards they set for the war. They already had Crimea. They can spin a war with NATO any which way they want. They've already told everyone they're fighting NATO in Ukraine.
NATO is never going to invade Russia so the threat profile is asymetric.
Treating the attack as-if it happened to you, does not mean you just send air force because you don't want to take ground casualties.
Art5 is agreeing to treat any attack against one, as an attack against all.  we'll send the airforce to avoid the casualties that come with boots on the ground is not in line with that.
>Why does he want Europe to pay more for it's own defense?

I'll give a controversial take (at least in this subreddit). Because it's more money in the American economy and the USA can use its capabilities (that are currently stationed in Europe) somewhere else. Having Europeans that pay more for their own defense (without EU frameworks, as we know that Trump does not like the EU) means that they'll get their weapons from somewhere else. The USA has undermined any attempt to create a common EU military complex for decades now 






>The third reason behind European defense fragmentation is the United States. [...] The American government has used its influence to deter the European Union from developing defense ambitions for fear that strengthening its defensive position would devalue the power of NATO. This, in turn, would negatively affect U.S. strategic ambitions and create competition for the U.S. defense industry. Paradoxically, however, the United States has also continued to pressure European allies to increase their defense spending and contribute to the transatlantic alliance on an equal basis as the United States. 


https://warontherocks.com/2023/04/europe-at-a-strategic-disadvantage-a-fragmented-defense-industry/



Of course, European countries could have developed one either way and I believe the lack of an EU army is one of the biggest mistakes of Western Europe since the '50s. But America has not helped at all, and Trump is just the last of many Americans that want their European allies to bear more weight with no benefits so that the USA can focus somewhere else
I do remember that now that you mention it, I guess it got filed in the bottom cabinet for a bit. This would be very nice for Ukraine, and like you said I am sure someone/some countries will pay for it. 50 Tors, 50 old Zu, 50 old osa? Plus the ammunition and all, that cannot be more than 1 billion dollars I would assume
> That will change quickly if the country is directly attacked

I completely agree, though the post was about changes to civil society and not the military aspect of a conventional war so my point was kind of off topic to begin with. I think the bigger issue that needs to be addressed is that society hasn't felt the true weight of total war in a long, long time. The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq were real wars, but they weren't existential for the western powers. Any war like this would be a worldwide catastrophe, but people should be realistic about the fact that we're not at the end of history. Anything is possible.
I see. So it will be decided in just a few days. Hope it finally passes
They're behind the UK and Japan too, in terms of the number of major combatants. And that's before figuring in that Russia needs to have their blue water fleet split into 4 theaters with limited ability for each theater to reinforce the others. And that is before we factor in the technological and maintenance levels of Russia's major combatants.

In a hypothetical war with Japan over disputed islands, Japan easily has local superiority over Russia, then it is up to Russia if they want to spend months gathering and sailing the rest of their fleet over to Japan. And then it is to be swarmed by more destroyers than Russia has ships that can get there.
Just the UK or France could eliminate the Russian Navy in a fortnight without much fuss. Russia lost its flagship to a country without a Navy at all.
Unless there is a war its hard to tell how they will perform, but for sure the numbers and types being fielded or developed by other countries rose significantly, Turkey, South Korea, China, Russia etc
> Military analysts also believe an Iranian ship, the MV Behshad, is helping the Houthis target vessels in the region.

I wouldn't say this is the BBC agreeing that the Behshad is helping the Houthis find targets.. they're just reporting that others believe this.
It's been proven 2 years ago and until now that the United States avoids escalations. Everyone knows its also an election year in the US. 

Also, the US gov is fumbling hard on making the Russians bleed more in Ukraine by not passing the aid bill. That's just sending aid, not actual American lives are at risk of getting killed. Meanwhile in the Middle East region where American lives are at stake  any moment. 

>This  doesn't take into consideration the sentiment of the Iranian people, which I expect also do not have the appetite for a full-scale war.

This was said to the Russians 2 years ago, now it's the Iranians turn. They don't like their government, but I doubt that they'll don't fight against foreign ones.
I'm not in the crystal ball business, but the question ultimately comes down to risks and probabilities. It's not a question of what anyone believes, it's a question of what outcomes are likely and how likely each one is. If you want to roll the dice then go ahead, but don't complain if you lose the bet. Maybe Iran does have the appetite for a war. Maybe they don't, but war still starts. History tells us that unpredictable, unwanted disasters happen all the time. 

Some people, especially ones with no skin in the game, like to pretend the US has unlimited resources with unlimited reach. It doesn't.
Which is not the same as actually fighting all of NATO and getting smashed harder than a fresh conscript in a company full of dagestanis. They got a piece of land, they can cry "Bombas nash!" and parade the captured Bradley and CV90. Even if they get to 1 million casualties with the corresponding absolute shitshow that follows - it doesn't matter in the here and now.
Well that's a logical enough argument on the face of it, except for the fact that the war in Ukraine is happening *now* and that withdrawing support for NATO appears to be mostly beneficial to Russia.

In other words, having more money or more capacity to deploy elsewhere is good but incrementally so, it doesn't seem to compensate for releasing Russia onto Eastern Europe which can only cause chaos and destruction and bring us back to a Cold War style standoff between the West on the one hand and something resembling the USSR plus China and Iran on the other.

Arguments about who is paying this or that seem fairly redundant on that kind of scale.

I think Trump is advocating isolationism in the sense that he's saying "why should we?" rather than "wouldn't it be better if..." and that simply is wrong-headed to such an extent that you have to question his motives in so doing.
I don't think they are behind when you consider their submarine force.

Geography is a separate issue, really.
The UK and France couldn't even maintain an air campaign over Libya without the US.
On one hand, I agree that Gildeer is making statements that aren't backed up by fact. On the other hand, I think it would would be a stretch to say that the UK or France could wipe the Russian Navy in a couple weeks.

The Russian navy is so spread out that the UK and French would take forever just to get from the Arctic to the Baltic to the Black Sea and then over to the Pacific.

And to be fair to the Russians, their submarine force would put up a fight, even if their carrier sank on its own.
Come on now, that is a strech, Royal Navy 1 carrier, 6 destroyers, 11 frigates and 10 submarines or the Marine Nationale 1 carrier, 11 destroyers, 11 frigates and 10 submarines would defeat the Russian Navy?

there isn't any chance that this would happen.

&#x200B;

>Russia lost its flagship to a country without a Navy at all.

Russia would fight in a totally different manner against a naval power in the opean seas, they are not even comparable in scope or context.
That's a fair point.
The situation is quite different in Iran though, they had massive internal unrest over the last 2 years. Russia has not had anything like that.
That's the point you're missing though. Estonia has 2200 foreign NATO troops. It includes US soldiers who, in the scenario everyone is afraid of, Trump removes. It's a miniscule force. Europe could quickly deploy airpower but Russia could deploy enough SAM's to keep them at arms reach for weeks, especially without American SEAD/DEAD capability.    Putin would aim to make the conflict high intensity but low scale and de-escalate it before Europe can mobilise a coherent and sizeable fighting force.  The point entirely is to get NATO countries to negotiate rather than fight. Not to fight a big war and win it. 
Geography is absolutely the opposite of a separate issue to a naval power.
Their submarines are the one place they have kept modern, yes. But to say that the geography doesn't have an impact on their ability to project power or defend their territory is over reductive.


Best case on paper strength comparisons between navies are about as useful as physics problems involving spherical cows in a frictionless vacuum.
There's such a difference in quality between the surface and submarine forces in Russia, it makes international comparisons difficult when you lump them together.

Russia's submarine force is world class. American and British submariners will be the first to tell you such. Probably #2 in the world, behind only the US and ahead of the PRC and UK.

But their surface fleet is not on a world class level. Russia can't make something as good as a Type 55, Type 45, Sejong the Great, or Mistral (if they could build it themselves they wouldn't have tried to import them). Let alone a Ford.

How do you average out the subsurface force and the surface force? Subjective and fruitless imo.
The comparison obviously can't be "the Navy with the most ships win." Russia has shown that it's vessels are completely outclassed and defenseless against even shore-based antiship missiles. It would be a proverbial turkey shoot. Russia lacks the technology, training, and manpower to operate its ships in a militarily relevant way. 
I am not saying that geography does not have an impact, just that we've been discussing fleet strengths, and that I think that the Russian, UK and French are comparable.
Way less useful. It's rarely actually illuminating to introduce non idealities in physics problems.
the Neptune missile is very potent and modern missile, this isn't anything to dismiss it. And it is not like the RN or MN would have land-based AShM to fire against Russian ships in an open waters.

&#x200B;

>Russia lacks the technology, training, and manpower to operate its ships in a militarily relevant way.

And while i agree that Russian training seems to be lacking, still it wouldn't be enough for either the RN or MN(perhaps even combined) be enough to defeat the russian navy, not only because the lack of means but also because neither of those navies have expertise on how to fight a peer naval fight in the 21st century as well(i'm not saying the russians do).
As things stand now, Russia doesn’t have any good way of dealing with F-35s. Russia would have to rely heavily on subs, because it’s doubtful surface vessels would get in a position to locate and engage British/French ships in the open.
